A Proposition for a Mechanism to Provide Supplemental Funding for Cultural Heritage  by Dimitriyadis, Irini et al.
 Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  62 ( 2012 )  1332 – 1336 
1877-0428 © 2012 Published by Elsevier Ltd. Selection and/or peer review under responsibility of Prof. Dr. Hüseyin Arasli
doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2012.09.227 
WCBEM 2012 
A proposition for a mechanism to provide supplemental funding for 
cultural heritage  
Irini Dimitriyadisa *, O. Akyuzb, Feride H. Basturkc  
a  
b  34353,Turkey 
cBilecik University, Bozuyuk, Bilecik 11300,Turkey 
 
Abstract 
The aim of this study is to find a mechanism so that massive outreach is attained for funding cultural heritage. What we propose 
is by no means a complete business model; it is based on the philosophy of creating solutions through relatively small 
contributions to targeted projects. A managing entity is assumed which will make sure the selection of efficient projects to be 
placed on web sites of interested parties so that funding is generated. The crucial point of our proposal is the fact that the 
contributions shall be made to targeted projects and not to abstract notions, follow up of the projects will be possible and 
notification of the status of the project to the contributing parties will be established. The idea stems from a project developed at 
2 over-emission penalties to different projects that would benefit the environment 
directly or indirectly, through a single web portal.  
Keywords: Cultural heritage, tourism, funding, projects.  
1. Introduction 
Cultural heritage is what we inherit from the recent or distant past and preserve for the benefit of present and 
future generations. Cultural heritage carries both tangible and intangible values. The World Bank definition of 
tangible values includes movable or immovable objects, sites, structures, as well as natural features and landscapes 
that have cultural significance. The intangible values are songs, social practices, ritual etc. that define the identity of 
a society. Cultural heritage may be considered a public or quasi public good and as such produces externalities such 
as tourism and regional development and also helps in the development of a national identity and preservation of 
knowledge about a particular society. The total economic value of cultural heritage is defined through its use and 
non-use values. The use value is the value one gets from actually visiting a certain heritage site or a monument as 
well as all the recreational facilities it provides. The non-use value is the value it creates from simply the knowledge 
of its existence (existence value), the possibility of having the chance to visit it in some future time (option value) 
and the satisfaction one has knowing that it will be a value for future generations (bequest value). (Throsby, 2007), 
(Dimitriyadis, et al, 2011a).  
Tourism is one of the major industries of our day and is expected to contribute $2 trillion in GDP and 100 million 
jobs (http://www.wttc.org). It is hence of great benefit to the financial upgrading of a society however there are 
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negative impacts it produces. Potential negative impacts on the society are the alienation and loss of cultural identity 
it may produce, the undermining of local traditions and the damage to attractions and facilities (NWHO, 1996). It also 
produces negative impact on the environment due to increase in energy and food consumption and waste disposal. It 
is pointed out by Zotz (2010) that the global tourism industry is responsible for 5%-12.5% of man-made global 
warming and hence carbon footprint labelling for tourism should also be defined. Studies that have defined 
environmental footprints of touristic operations are (Chen and Hsieh, 2011) and (Patterson, et. al, 2007). None of the 
studies however have considered a quantitative measure of the negative impact of tourism on tangible and intangible 
cultural heritage values and the subject is still an open area for research.  
Section 2 gives funding methods and introduces classes of projects to be funded, Section 3 discusses the potential  
role of  the tourism industry in financing cultural heritage, Section 4 introduces our proposed methodology and 
Section 5 states the problems that need to be solved before our proposition may be put into practice. 
 
2. Funding of Cultural Heritage 
 
Financial resources for cultural heritage are the public grants that come from state, municipal or local agencies, 
public tax revenues, the private or non-profit foundations like the World Monuments Fund, the Heritage Lottery 
Fund (HLF), related funds of the EU, personal donations and gifts as well as the funds that the sites create 
themselves from ticket fees, and from sales of publications and print subscriptions. A list of sources of financing arts 
and culture in Europe can be found in Klamer et al (2006). The Archeological Institute of America lists all outside 
funding sources for cultural heritage (http://www.archaeological.org/sitepreservation/outsidefunding). 
Funding through taxes or lotteries does not usually produce any satisfaction for the individual, since the 
allocation is not transparent, follow up is quite impossible and there is no way in which this helps to increase public 
awareness. Statistics show a linkage between lottery ticket sales and earmarking that is more tickets are sold if the 
public knows that the income will go to a definite cause (Morgan 2000). Income from ticket fees and from sales 
does not necessarily go to the management of the museum that produces it, so the museum cannot rely on that for 
self sustainability. One example is the state museums in Turkey. There is a consensus on that there is yet no 
financial model that can be considered optimal in financing cultural heritage so that a fair and efficient distribution 
is guaranteed. One reason is the diverse nature of legislation of each country.  The Milken Institute has organized a 
Financial Innovations Lab in Israel for developing new economic models to fund preservation and conservation and 
many innovative ideas have emerged which may lead to better policies (MacLean & Yago, 2011).  
In deciding to fund a project cost benefit is usually not the determining factor. It might be to the benefit of the 
society to conserve a valuable cultural asset due to its uniqueness even if it is costly (Pagiola 1996). Another crucial 
point is whether the project will be able to create its own funds and thus be self sustaining. Large scale projects are 
usually funded by public grants or global foundations. These would involve the excavation, the classification and 
cataloguing of the relics, the building of a museum, the establishment of infrastructure and facilities so that access to 
the site is possible. A recent example is the New Acropolis Museum in Greece, which was funded mainly by the EU 
and cost 
for maintenance and risk control out of the primal grant and hence it becomes an emerging need in later phases and 
may be an area where local solutions will have to be generated. Another line of large scale projects are those that 
aim at the regeneration of historic cities. Their objective is to introduce environmentally friendly technologies, to 
facilitate market opportunities to the handicraft industry, to help urban infrastructure improvement and to implement 
labor-intensive public works programs. An example for such a Project is the Fes-Medina Rehabilitation Project in 
Morocco which cost $28 million and the Guizhou Cultural and Natural Heritage Protection and Development in 
China  with a total project cost of US$90 million (Licciardi, 2010). The objectives of historic city regenaration may 
be considered in smaller scales and small budget projects may be run complementary to the above that will also 
involve the preservation of what we may call non-tangible values like the collection of old songs or sayings, the 
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2.1. Digitization projects 
 
On January 201
history and culture but can also usher in new benefits for education, for innovation and for generating new economic 
activities (http://ec.europa.eu/.../report-comite-des-sages-on-digitisation-of-cultural-heritage_en.htm). Moreover, it 
provides access to culture for a large number of people and it increases intellectual capital. As such it benefits both 
use and non-use values of heritage. The European Commission has funded a project known as NUMERIC 
(www.numeric.ws) with the aim to develop a coherent and comparable framework for determining the digitization 
status of member states.  Two other studies in this area are by Zorich (2003) and Maron and Loy (2010).  
 
2.3 Preventive conservation projects 
 
ICCROM defines the aim of preventive conservation as the reduction of deterioration and maintenance of 
collections in an affordable manner, ensuring their availability to society now and the future. The new approach has 
shifted from the monitoring of the existent conditions towards preventive conservation where the forecast risk 
becomes the proxy. Preventive conservation requires the collaboration of scientists, conservators, restorers, 
engineers, security staff, financial officers and educators who will have to work in collaboration, in line with a 
general conservation plan (Putt and Slade 2004). The first step of a preventive conservation is the identification of 
risks, followed by a decision process on methods of dealing with those risks (Waller, 1995). Acquisition of the 
necessary instrumentation, the reinforcement of existing structures, the relocation of collections are only a few of the 
measures that will have to be taken and will need separate funding. A fuzzy systems modelling for a risk decision 
process has been developed by Dimitriyadis et al (2011b).  
 
 2.4. Educational projects 
 
    Educational projects may be projects that directly create economic impact on tourism or district regeneration, 
they may be projects that aim at giving technical training on the conservation and risk mitigation of cultural sites or 
develop new techniques for conservation, they may be purely educational projects that aim at creating awareness on 
the importance of cultural heritage by making young people get involved in the subject. One such program is 
UNESCO  cation Program (http://whc.unesco.org/en/wheducation/). The 
National Trust for Historic Preservation offers planning grants for historic preservation projects, funding them with 
small matching grants that range from $500 to $10,000 and the GCI-ICOM-ICCROM collaboration, aims at training 
personnel in emergency preparedness (http://www.getty.edu/conservation/our_projects/education/teamwork/). A 
new area emerging that needs expertise is the conservation and preservation education of audiovisual and digital 
formats (http://www.loc.gov/preservation/outreach/symposia/educrep.pdf). Small scale/small budget programs 
might be the organisation of community lectures and 
interest, all of which are easy to fund even locally.    
 
3. Potential role of tourism and travel industry in funding cultural heritage 
 
UNCSD ( 1999) states that the tourism industry should support projects that respect the cultural integrity of 
tourism destinations, should promote the establishment of small and medium-sized tourism enterprises which, 
compared to large-scale hotels have far more moderate impacts on the environment and should devise local training 
programmes to ensure that qualified local people are employed in their destinations. Two non-profit tourism 
foundations that finance the preservation of cultural heritage are The Travel Corporation Conservation Foundation 
(CF) and the Tourism Cares' Worldwide Grant Program. CF works with conservation projects that seek to benefit a 
eritage, and has funded international projects in excess of 2 million 
USD. Tourism Cares is a non-profit organisation that provides scholarships to students studying travel, tourism and 
hospitality in the United States and Canada, awards grants to historic sites and manages volunteer give back 
programs at sites that need care (http://www.tourismcares.org/).   
1335 Irini Dimitriyadis et al. /  Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences  62 ( 2012 )  1332 – 1336 
An instrumental funding resource would be acquired if mandatory carbon levies were set for the tourism sector 
part of which could be allocated for heritage preservation. Another way to generate funding would be to get a flat $ 
charge on a per day  basis from those customers that would like to do so. A survey carried out has shown that 45% 
of British tourists would be prepared to pay something extra to support preservation of the local environment and 
reverse the negative environmental effects of tourism; the average additional cost indicated is about 5 per cent of the 
total trip price ( UNEP and WTO, 2005). Still another source of funding may be adding an amount as a conservation 
fee to all foreign visitors to the airport departure tax (NWHO, 1999).   
              
4. The proposed methodology 
 
Our motive is to attain a massive outreach for funding cultural heritage. There are two basic principles that shape 
our proposal: sharing and targeted allocation. The idea stems from two different projects that were run 
simultaneously. The first was a research project funded by the Scientific and Technological Research Council of 
Turkey on developing new insurance methodologies for the risk management of museums. The research  introduced 
us to the area of cultural heritage. The second was 
University for the international Microsoft Imagine Cup 2011 software development contest. The team designed a 
social donation platform that aimed at allocating the levies from C02 overuse, to environmental, educational and 
health projects posted on and managed by the donation platform.  
The funding mechanism we are proposing here mimics the spirit of micro financing; we aim at creating a 
platform whereby projects that have passed a prior screening process may be funded through relatively minor 
individual contributions. We assume a relatively modest funding goal and a relatively short completion time to make 
the projects look feasible. If a medium or larger sized project is to be funded this can be also achieved by 
subdividing the project into a series of coherent sequential or parallel sub-projects. A two phase screening process is 
assumed. In the first phase objectives are prioritized and projects are classified in terms of the degree of fulfilment 
they provide across the objectives, while the second phase evaluates them further in terms of the cost 
effectiveness/cost benefit they are expected to produce. 
Suppose now that seed money has been acquired, what if there were individuals or corporations that would be 
willing to fund the projects further only if they were aware of their existence? Why not try to share the information 
with a large group of people who might be potential donors? Consider, therefore, the creation of a web portal over 
which the presentation and funding of projects will be managed. The details of the projects will be posted on the 
created web portal. The names of projects will appear posted on the web sites of companies or NGOs that would 
accept to do so. Other social media may also be used to publicize the projects. Those who would be interested to 
fund the project will be linked to the web portal whereby they will be able to acquire the necessary information. 
Those that have contributed will be able to trace the development of the project hence transparency shall be 
guaranteed. Besides creating resources, we hope that the sharing process will serve as a means of arising cultural 
awareness and might lead to the creation of friendly societies who will continue giving support in different ways.  
In the original project our partners were the  with the 
environment. Both organisations had publicly declared that if the project would be realized they would back it up. 
We believe that in our case, the tourism industry may replace the energy production firms since the social 
responsibility they carry is similar. Moreover posting projects to be funded on the web sites of tourism agencies 
seems to be promising since people who visit the sites may be considered an interested group and hence potential 
donors.  Another choice could be companies that would participate sharing their know-how. For example software 
and computer companies may assume a role in the digitization projects and hence these projects may be posted on 
their sites. The companies may themselves be donators as part of their social plans. One recent example in Turkey is 
the virtualization of the unique collection of mosaics of the Hatay Archeological Museum by IBM (Turkey) and the 
Index group in collaboration with universities, artists and governmental bodies. Still another potential stakeholder 
could be the insurance companies. It might well be to their interest to fund risk mitigation projects to minimize the 
risk they undertake as well as serve the society indirectly by playing a role in the preservation of heritage and the 
environment. One such example comes once more from Turkey, where Anadolu Insurance Company, has decided to 
support the mission of TURMEPA, an NGO functioning for clean coasts, pointing out that it is their duty to allocate 
funds from income they get from marine insurance for such an environmental cause. 




We are well aware that there are issues that need to be solved or mobilized before such an organisation may start 
to operate. Answers to questions such as a) how will the call for projects be made b) who will make the selection of 
the projects and what should be the decision criteria c) who will be managing the portal; will it be an international 
organisation, an NGO, a private corporation d) how shall surveillance be carried out e) will there be any minimum 
limit on the donation amount f) who will be collecting the money g) will tax deductions be possible h) will the 
system operate at national or international level i) what about royalty rights? The answers to these questions will 
highly depend on the legislation of each country and however difficult it may be, we believe that it would be of 
benefit to try the model even if it is on a small scale to start with. 
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